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4.15 VISUAL RESOURCES

The VCC EIR (April 1990) included mitigation measures, summarized in Table 4.15-2 and listed in
Subsection 4.15.6, to address the visual impacts of the VCC project. The VCC EIR concluded that the
VCC planning area and the surrounding area consisted of unimproved and agricultural lands. However,
as described in the Project Description (Section 2.0) of this EIS/EIR, the existing conditions have
changed. Due to large-scale commercial and industrial development that has occurred on and in the
vicinity of the VCC planning area since 1990, the area's surroundings have become increasingly urban in
nature. (See Figure 4.15-36, Commerce Center Simulation, for a before and after visual representation of
the VCC Planning area.) Therefore, although implementation of the proposed SCP would indirectly
impact visual resources by facilitating additional development within the VCC planning area, those
impacts would be of alesser magnitude than those identified in 1990 because commercial development in
the VCC planning area would not be out of character with the current surroundings. Furthermore, when
compared with the existing conditions, build-out of the remainder of the VCC would be visually
compatible with the portion of the project already constructed -- buildings similar in design would be
constructed on the undeveloped portions of the site. Build-out of the VCC development in accordance
with previously adopted mitigation measures would, therefore, not result in significant impacts under
Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

While the Entrada project has not been approved by the County, development on a portion of the project
site would be facilitated by approval of the proposed SCP. The design of the Entrada project is in
preliminary form at this time, and no specific visual simulations of the proposed Project are available for
usein this analysis. However, it is expected that an urban-density, mixed-use residential and commercial
development would be constructed on the Entrada site, which is now predominately an open area. Given
its location relative to the viewing audience along the I-5 corridor, the proposed development would be
visible from the travel corridor and from other locations throughout the area. The development of new
urban uses on the Entrada project site would result in the conversion of an existing open area to a
developed condition, which would result in substantial change to the existing visual character of the
Entrada project site. Development on the Entrada site also could adversely impact scenic vistas of distant
mountains that are provided from adjacent viewing locations. New sources of light and glare would be
installed on this vacant site, contributing to an increase in nighttime lighting in the project region. Asa
result, the Entrada project would result in significant and unavoidable visua impacts under the
requirements of Significance Criterial, 2 and 3.

4.15.6.2.3 Secondary |mpacts

Visual impacts of the proposed Project would be created as Project components are constructed and
become operationa (i.e., direct impacts), and as the development activities facilitated by the proposed
Project are constructed and become operationa (i.e., indirect impacts). The RMDP and SCP would not
result in development-related changes to the existing visual conditions at sites located beyond the Project
area (i.e., secondary impacts). Therefore, Alternative 2 would not create any significant secondary
impacts to scenic vistas, visual character, or light and glare under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

Infrastructure provided by the RMDP would facilitate the development of new urban uses on the Specific
Plan site. Asthe new urban uses are developed, the RMDP infrastructure facilities would be viewed in
the context of the surrounding urban development. Therefore, the combined direct and indirect visual
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4.15 VISUAL RESOURCES

effects of the proposed RMDP would be similar to the significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the
Specific Plan. The RMDP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary
impacts of the RMDP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

The establishment of spineflower preservesin the Project area would not result in significant direct visual
impacts. Subsequent development on the VCC and Entrada project sites that would be facilitated by the
SCP would result in additional urban development in the Project region. The additional development on
the VCC and Entrada project sites would be viewed in the context of the facilitated development on the
Specific Plan site, the existing development on the VCC site, and would incrementally contribute to the
significant and unavoidable indirect visual impacts that would result from the build-out of the previously
approved Specific Plan. The SCP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore,
secondary impacts of the SCP would not contribute to the Project’s significant and unavoidable visual
impacts.

4.15.6.3 Impactsof Alternative 3 (Elimination of Planned Potrero Bridge and Additional
Spineflower Preserves)

4.15.6.3.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As explained in Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of this EISEIR, the
RMDP component of Alternative 3 would result in the construction of 94,407 If of bank stabilization
along the east and west banks of the River and tributaries (versus 105,207 If for the proposed Project), and
15 tributary bridges/road crossings (the same as the proposed Project). In addition, the proposed Potrero
Canyon Bridge across the Santa Clara River would not be constructed under this alternative. Although
adoption of this aternative would incrementally reduce the extent of proposed facilities to be constructed,
the placement of bridges and exposed bank stabilization along the Santa Clara River and its tributaries
would still significantly impact visual resources under Significance Criterial and 2. While these impacts
would be reduced by implementation of Mitigation Measure VR-1 requiring gunite and riprap materialsto
be neutrally-colored and uniform throughout the Project area (see Subsection 4.15.7.2), as well as the
design features (summarized above) included in the Specific Plan, the addition of the bridges and other
unnatural structures into the existing natural environment of the Project area would remain significant.
Because the temporary construction sites would not be lighted, or would have only minimal nighttime
security lighting, the construction activity would not create new sources of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area under Significance Criteria 3.

SCP Direct Impacts. The establishment of spineflower preserves within the Specific Plan and Entrada
planning areas would result in inconsequential changes (i.e., fencing and small signs) that would not
substantialy ater the existing visual conditions of the project sites.. Because the SCP would not
adversaly affect scenic vistas, would not adversely alter the visual quality or character of the sites or their
surroundings, and would not create any new sources of light or glare, no direct adverse impacts to visual
resources would occur under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

RMDP-SCP EISEIR 4.15-55 April 2009



NORTH

City of
Santa Clarita

Parkway

NEWHALL RANCH

EAST

VIEW 11 BEFORE SOUTH

VIEW 11 AFTER NORTH

WEST
EAST

St —— - - s

i Y

SOUTH

SOURCE: Impact Sciences, Inc. — August 2007

FIGURE 4.15-36

Commerce Center Simulation - Location 11

32-214-08/07



4.15 VISUAL RESOURCES

4,15.6.3.2 Indirect |mpacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the RMDP component of Alternative 3 would facilitate
partial build-out of the Specific Plan. The County adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
visual impacts when the Specific Plan was approved. A detailed analysis of the impacts of the Specific
Plan development on visual resources was presented in Section 4.7, Visua Qualities, of the Newhall
Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999). The mitigation measures identified in the Newhall Ranch
Revised Draft EIR (March 1999), combined with the design elements included in the Specific Plan
(summarized above), would reduce the visual impacts of build-out under the Specific Plan. Visual
resource impacts of Alternative 3 would be dlightly reduced when compared to the impacts of the
previously approved Specific Plan (Alternative 2) because the amount of urban development that would
occur on the Specific Plan site would be reduced. However, due to the conversion of open area to urban
uses that would occur, implementation of the mitigation measures listed in Subsection 4.15.6 would not
reduce the visual resource impacts of Alternative 3 to aless-than-significant level. Indirect impacts of the
RMDP component of Alternative 3 on visua resources are, therefore, considered significant after
incorporation of mitigation under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 3 would facilitate
devel opment within the Specific Plan area, the VCC planning area, and a portion of the Entrada planning
area. Significant and unavoidable indirect visual impacts associated with development facilitated on the
Specific Plan site under Alternative 3 were eval uate above.

Alternative 3 would facilitate build-out of the VCC, resulting in the conversion of additional open areato
urban uses. The new development in the VCC would have an appearance similar to previous commercial
and industrial development that has occurred on the VCC site. With the implementation previously
adopted mitigation measures identified by the VCC project EIR, the new development on the VCC site
facilitated by the Alternative 3 SCP would not result in significant visual resource impacts under
Significance Criteria 1, 2 or 3.

The Alternative 3 SCP would facilitate devel opment of new urban uses on a portion of the Entrada project
site, which would result in the conversion of an existing open area to a developed condition. Although
the amount of residential development that would occur on the Entrada project site would be reduced
under this aternative when compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would result in substantial
changes to the existing visual character of the site, with corresponding significant and unavoidable visual
resource impacts under the requirements of Significance Thresholds 1, 2 and 3, even with implementation
of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

4.15.6.3.3 Secondary |mpacts

Visua impacts of Alternative 3 would be created as Project components are constructed and become
operational (i.e., direct impacts) and as the development activities facilitated by Alternative 3 are
constructed and become operational (i.e., indirect impacts). The RMDP and SCP would not result in
development-related changes to the existing visual conditions at sites located beyond the Project area (i.e.,
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secondary impacts). Consequently, Alternative 3 would not create any significant secondary impacts to
scenic vistas, visua character, or introduction of light and glare under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

Infrastructure provided by the RMDP would facilitate the development of new urban uses on the Specific
Plan site. Asthe new urban uses are developed, the RMDP infrastructure facilities would be viewed in
the context of the surrounding urban development. Therefore, the combined direct and indirect visual
effects of the proposed RMDP would be similar to the significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the
Specific Plan. The RMDP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary
impacts of the RMDP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

The establishment of spineflower preservesin the Project area would not result in significant direct visual
impacts. Subsequent development on the VCC and Entrada project sites that would be facilitated by the
SCP would result in additional urban development in the Project region. The additional development on
the VCC and Entrada project sites would be viewed in the context of the facilitated development on the
Specific Plan site and existing development on the VCC site, and would incrementally contribute to the
significant and unavoidable indirect visual impacts that would result from the build-out of the previously
approved Specific Plan. The SCP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore,
secondary impacts of the SCP would not contribute to the Project’s significant and unavoidable visual
impacts.

4.15.6.4 Impactsof Alternative 4 (Elimination of Planned Potrero Bridge and Addition of VCC
Spineflower Preserve)

4.15.6.4.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As explained in Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of this EISEIR, the
RMDP component of Alternative 4 would result in the construction of 93,277 If of bank stabilization
along the east and west banks of the River and tributaries (versus 105,207 If for the proposed Project), and
15 tributary bridges/road crossings (the same as the proposed Project). In addition, the Potrero Canyon
bridge across the Santa Clara River proposed under Alternative 2 would not be constructed under this
aternative. Alternative 4 would include a suite of mitigation measures similar to those proposed for
Alternative 2, which are summarized above.

Implementation of the RMDP component of Alternative 4 would result in significant direct impacts to
visual resources, as the construction of the bridge and exposed gunite and riprap bank stabilization would
substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Project area. While these impacts would be
reduced by implementation of Mitigation Measure VR-1, presented in Subsection 4.15.7.2, which
requires gunite and riprap materials to be neutrally-colored and uniform throughout the Project area, as
well as the design features included in the Specific Plan, the addition of the bridges and other unnatural
structures into the existing natural environment of the Project area would remain unavoidably significant.
Although adoption of this alternative would incrementally reduce the extent of proposed facilities to be
constructed, the placement of a bridges and exposed bank stabilization along the Santa Clara River and its
tributaries would still significantly impact visual resources under Significance Criteria 1 and 2. Because
the temporary construction sites would not be lighted, or would have only minimal nighttime security
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lighting, the construction activity would not create new sources of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area under Significance Criteria 3.

SCP Direct Impacts. The establishment of spineflower preserves on the Specific Plan site and in the
VCC and Entrada planning areas would result in inconsegquential changes (i.e., fencing and small signs)
that would not substantially alter the existing visual conditions of the project sites. Because the SCP
would not adversely affect scenic vistas, would not adversely ater the visual quality or character of the
sites or their surroundings, and would not create any new sources of light or glare, no direct adverse
impacts to visua resources would occur under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

4.15.6.4.2 Indirect |mpacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of RMDP component of Alternative 4 would facilitate partial
build-out of the Specific Plan. The mitigation measures identified in the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft
EIR (March 1999), described above in Table 4.15-1, combined with the design elements included in the
Specific Plan, would be applicable to this alternative and would reduce the visual impacts of the Specific
Plan development. However, despite the reduction in development footprint facilitated, Alternative 4
would be very similar in appearance to Alternative 2, and would result in significant impacts to visua
resources approximately equal in magnitude to those of the proposed Project under Significance Criteria
1, 2, and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP- 5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and
VR-2.

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 4 would facilitate
development on the Specific Plan site.  Although Alternative 4 would result in less development on the
Specific Plan site than would occur with the implementation of the proposed Project (Alternative 2),
visual impacts associated with build-out of the Specific Plan under this alternative would significantly
impact scenic vistas, visua character, and result in light and glare impacts under Significance Criteria 1,
2, and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

No visual resource impacts would occur on the VCC project site under Alternative 4 because this
aternative would preclude build-out of the VCC planning area. The Alternative 4 SCP would facilitate
development of new urban uses on a portion of the Entrada project site, which would result in the
conversion of an existing open area to a developed condition. Although the amount of residential
development that would occur on the Entrada project site would be reduced under this alternative when
compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 4 would result in substantial changes to the existing visual
character of the site, with corresponding significant and unavoidable visual resource impacts under the
requirements of Significance Thresholds 1, 2 and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures
SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

4.15.6.4.3 Secondary Impacts

Visua impacts of Alternative 4 would be created as Project components are constructed and become
operational (i.e., direct impacts) and as the development activities facilitated by the proposed Project are
constructed and are operational (i.e., indirect impacts). The RMDP and SCP would not result in
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devel opment-related changes to the existing visual conditions at sites located beyond the Project area (i.e.,
secondary impacts). Consequently, Alternative 4 would not create any significant secondary impacts to
scenic vistas, visual character, or introduction of light and glare under Significance Criteria 1, 2, or 3.

Infrastructure provided by the RMDP would facilitate the development of new urban uses on the Specific
Plan site. Asthe new urban uses are developed, the RMDP infrastructure facilities would be viewed in
the context of the surrounding urban development. Therefore, the combined direct and indirect visual
effects of the proposed RMDP would be similar to the significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the
Specific Plan. The RMDP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary
impacts of the RMDP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

The establishment of spineflower preservesin the Project area would not result in significant direct visual
impacts. Subsequent development on the Entrada project site facilitated by the SCP would result in
additional urban development in the Project region. The additional development on the Entrada site
would be viewed in the context of the facilitated development on the Specific Plan site, and would
incrementally contribute to the significant and unavoidable indirect visua impacts that would result from
the build-out of the previously approved Specific Plan project. The SCP would not result in significant
off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary impacts of the SCP would not contribute to the Project’s
significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

4.15.6.5 Impactsof Alternative5 (Widen Tributary Drainages and Addition of VCC Spineflower
Preserve)

4.15.6.5.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As explained in Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of this EISEIR, the
RMDP component of Alternative 5 would result in the construction of 89,658 If of bank stabilization
along the east and west banks of the River and tributaries (versus 105,207 If for the proposed Project), and
15 bridges/road crossings (same as the proposed Project). Implementation of the RMDP component of
Alternative 5 would result in significant direct impacts to visua resources, as the construction of the
bridge and exposed gunite and riprap bank stabilization would substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the Project site. While these impacts would be reduced by implementation of Mitigation
Measure VR-1, requiring gunite and riprap materials to be neutrally-colored and uniform throughout the
Project area, as well as the design features included in the Specific Plan, impacts to scenic resources and
degradation of visual character would remain significant under Significance Criteria 1 and 2. Lights on
the bridges over the Santa Clara River would be permanently installed; however, no other lighting is
proposed with the RMDP improvements. Given the minimum amount of lighting proposed and the
minimal viewing availability of the bridges from KOPs, the impact associated with lighting is considered
less than significant under Significance Criteria 3.

SCP Direct Impacts. The establishment of spineflower preserves on the Specific Plan site and on the
VCC and Entrada planning areas would result in inconsequential changes (i.e., fencing and small signs)
that would not substantially alter the existing visual conditions of the project sites. Because the SCP
would not adversely affect scenic vistas, would not adversely alter the visual quality or character of the
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sites or their surroundings, and would not create any new sources of light or glare, no direct adverse
impacts to visual resources would occur under Significance Criteria 1, 2, or 3.

4,15.6.5.2 Indirect |mpacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the RMDP component of Alternative 5 would facilitate
partial build-out of the Specific Plan. As the Specific Plan siteis visible from the view corridors identified
in this section, build-out of urban uses on the site would result in significant impacts to visual resources.
Despite the reduction the number of residential units and commercial square footage provided on the
Specific Plan site, Alternative 5 would be visualy similar to Alternative 2 and would result in significant
impacts to visual resources under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, even with implementation of
Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 5 would facilitate partial
build-out of development on the Specific Plan site. Alternative 5 would result in less Specific Plan-related
development than the proposed Project (Alternative 2), but, build-out of the Specific Plan under
Alternative 5 would result in significant impacts to scenic vistas, visual character, and light and glare
under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-
5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

No visual resource impacts would occur on the VCC project site under Alternative 5 because this
alternative would preclude build-out of the VCC planning area. The Alternative 5 SCP would facilitate
development of new urban uses on a portion of the Entrada project site, which would result in the
conversion of an existing open area to a developed condition. Although the amount of residential
development that would occur on the Entrada project site would be reduced under this alternative when
compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 5 would result in substantial changes to the existing visual
character of the site, with corresponding significant and unavoidable visual resource impacts under the
requirements of Significance Thresholds 1, 2 and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures
SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

4.15.6.5.3 Secondary | mpacts

Visual impacts of Alternative 5 would be created as Project components are constructed and become
operational (i.e., direct impacts) and as the development activities facilitated by the proposed Project are
constructed and become operational (i.e., indirect impacts). The RMDP and SCP would not result in
devel opment-related changes to the existing visual conditions at sites located beyond the Project area (i.e.,
secondary impacts). Consequently, Alternative 5 would not create any significant secondary impacts to
scenic vistas, visual character, and light and glare under Significance Criteria 1, 2, or 3.

Infrastructure provided by the RMDP would facilitate the development of new urban uses on the Specific
Plan site. As the new urban uses are developed, the RMDP infrastructure facilities would be viewed in
the context of the surrounding urban development. Therefore, the combined direct and indirect visual
effects of the proposed RMDP would be similar to the significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the
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Specific Plan. The RMDP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary
impacts of the RMDP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

The establishment of spineflower preservesin the Project area would not result in significant direct visual
impacts. Subsequent development on the Entrada project site facilitated by the SCP would result in
additional urban development in the Project region. The additional development on the Entrada site
would be viewed in the context of the facilitated development on the Specific Plan site, and would
incrementally contribute to the significant and unavoidable indirect visual impacts that would result from
the build-out of the previously approved Specific Plan. The SCP would not result in significant off-site
visual impacts; therefore, secondary impacts of the SCP would not contribute to the Project’s significant
and unavoidable visual impacts.

4.15.6.6 Impactsof Alternative 6 (Elimination of Planned Commer ce Center Drive Bridge and
Maximum Spineflower Expansion/Connectivity)

4.15.6.6.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As explained in Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of this EISEIR, the
RMDP component of Alternative 6 would result in the construction of 101,479 If of bank stabilization
along the east and west banks of the River and tributaries (versus 105,207 If for the proposed Project), and
17 tributary bridges/road crossings (versus 15 for the proposed Project). In addition, the previously
permitted bridge across the river aa Commerce Center Drive would not be constructed under this
aternative. Adoption of Alternative 6 would involve the construction of more tributary bridges, one less
bridge over the Santa Clara River and less bank stabilization than the proposed Project. This alternative
would still result in significant impacts to visual resources under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, and
those impacts would be somewhat decreased when compared to the impacts of the proposed RMDP
(Alternative 2).

SCP Direct Impacts. The establishment of spineflower preserves within the Specific Plan area, and the
VCC and Entrada planning areas would result in inconsequential changes (i.e., fencing and small signs)
that would not substantially ater the existing visual conditions of the project sites. Because the SCP
would not adversely affect scenic vistas, would not adversely alter the visual quality or character of the
sites or their surroundings, and would not create any new sources of light or glare, no adverse impacts to
visual resources would directly occur under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

4.15.6.6.2 Indirect Impacts

RMDP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the RMDP component of Alternative 6 would facilitate
partia build-out of the Specific Plan. Despite the reduction in the number of residentia units and
commercia square footage provided on the Specific Plan site, Alternative 6 would result in significant
impacts to scenic vistas, visual character, and light and glare under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, even
with implementation of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2. However, the
magnitude of these impacts would be reduced because the easternmost portion of the Specific Plan area,
which is the most prominent portion of the site as viewed from the I-5 corridor, would be designated as a
spineflower preserve and open space under this alternative.
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SCP Indirect Impacts. Implementation of the SCP component of Alternative 6 would facilitate partial
build-out of development on the Specific Plan site. Alternative 6 would result in less Specific Plan-related
development than the proposed Project (Alternative 2), but, build-out of the Specific Plan under
Alternative 6 would result in significant impacts to scenic vistas, visua character, and light and glare
under Significance Criteria 1, 2, and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures SP-4.7-1, SP-
5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

No visua resource impacts would occur on the VCC project site under Alternative 6 because this
aternative would preclude build-out of the VCC planning area. The Alternative 6 SCP would facilitate
development of new urban uses on a portion of the Entrada project site, which would result in the
conversion of an existing open area to a developed condition. Although the amount of residential
development that would occur on the Entrada project site would be reduced under this alternative when
compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 6 would result in substantial changes to the existing visual
character of the site, with corresponding significant and unavoidable visual resource impacts under the
requirements of Significance Thresholds 1, 2 and 3, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures
SP-4.7-1, SP-5.0-33-35, and VR-1 and VR-2.

4.15.6.6.3 Secondary | mpacts

Visual impacts of Alternative 6 would be created as Project components are constructed and become
operational (i.e., direct impacts) and as the development activities facilitated by the proposed Project are
constructed and become operational (i.e., indirect impacts). The RMDP would not result in development-
related changes to the existing visual conditions at sites located beyond the Project area (i.e., secondary
impacts). Consequently, Alternative 6 would not create any significant secondary impacts to scenic vistas,
visual character, or light and glare under Significance Criterial, 2, or 3.

Infrastructure provided by the RMDP would facilitate the development of new urban uses on the Specific
Plan site. Asthe new urban uses are developed, the RMDP infrastructure facilities would be viewed in
the context of the surrounding urban development. Therefore, the combined direct and indirect visual
effects of the proposed RMDP would be similar to the significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the
Specific Plan. The RMDP would not result in significant off-site visual impacts; therefore, secondary
impacts of the RMDP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant and unavoidable visual impacts.

The establishment of spineflower preservesin the Project area would not result in significant direct visual
impacts. Subsequent development on the Entrada project site facilitated by the SCP would result in
additional urban development in the Project region. The additional development on the Entrada site
would be viewed in the context of the facilitated development on the Specific Plan site, and would
incrementally contribute to the significant and unavoidable indirect visual impacts that would result from
the build-out of the previously approved Specific Plan. The SCP would not result in significant off-site
visual impacts; therefore, secondary impacts of the SCP would not contribute to the Project’ s significant
and unavoidable visual impacts.
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4.15.6.7 Impactsof Alternative 7 (Avoidance of 100-Year Floodplain, Elimination of Two
Planned Bridges, and Avoidance of Spineflower)

4.15.6.7.1 Direct Impacts

RMDP Direct Impacts. As explained in Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives, of this EISEIR, the
RMDP component of Alternative 7 would result in the construction of 144,911 If of bank stabilization
along the east and west banks of the River and tributaries (versus 105,207 If for the proposed Project), and
19 tributary bridges/road crossings (versus 15 for the proposed Project). The proposed bridge crossing the
river at Potrero Canyon Road would not be constructed under this aternative. In addition, the previously
permitted bridge across the river at Commerce Center Drive would not be developed under this
aternative. This alternative would involve the construction of more tributary bridges, two fewer bridges
over the Santa Clara River and more bank stabilization than the proposed Project. The reduction in the
number of bridges over the Santa Clara River would reduce the visual resource impacts associated with
implementation of the proposed Project. An increase in bank stabilization area would result in increased
short-term visual impacts, but the stabilized areas would be revegetated and not 